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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff-Respondent,

v.

ERICA LEE YEHLE,
Defendant-Appellant.

NO. 48515-2020

Canyon County Case No.
CR14-19-12761

RESPONDENT’S BRIEF

Has Erica Lee Yehle failed to show that the district court abused its discretion by declining
to place her on probation?
ARGUMENT
Yehle Has Failed To Show That The District Court Abused Its Discretion
A.

Introduction
In June of 2019, authorities responded to a disturbance involving Erica Lee Yehle and

Jaden Bautista. (PSI, p. 1.) Jaden advised that Yehle had left the residence. (PSI, p. 1.) Nampa
police located Yehle, and noticed that she appeared to be under the influence of a stimulant. (PSI,
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p. 1.) Yehle continuously tried to pull items out of her purse, despite officers telling her to stop
reaching in her purse. (PSI, p. 1.) Officers took her purse, and learned that Yehle had multiple
arrest warrants. (PSI, p. 1.) As authorities detained Yehle, she tried to pull her arms away and
dropped to the ground. (PSI, pp. 1-2.) When Yehle rolled over, officers found a meth pipe where
Yehle’s chest had been laying. (PSI, p. 2.) The white crystal substance in the pipe tested
presumptive positive for methamphetamine. (PSI, p. 2.)
The state charged Yehle with one count of possession of a controlled substance, with a
persistent violator enhancement as part two of the information, and one count of possession of
drug paraphernalia. (R., pp. 22-26.) Yehle was given pre-trial release on bond, but failed to report
for testing on seven occasions. (R., pp. 19, 34-35, 38, 45.) When Yehle failed to appear for trial
the district court issued a bench warrant and the state filed an affidavit of pretrial noncompliance.
(R., pp. 41-3.)
After her arrest on the warrant Yehle pleaded guilty to possession of a controlled substance,
the state agreed to dismiss the paraphernalia charge and the persistent violator enhancement, and
the district court released Yehle on her own recognizance to pretrial services. (R., pp. 47-48, 5051.) Yehle failed to sign-up for the pretrial program, failed to attend three interviews for her
presentence investigation, and failed to appear for her sentencing hearing. (R., pp. 62-66.) The
district court issued another bench warrant and, after Yehle’s arrest, release Yehle to pretrial
services. (R., pp. 67, 71, 82.) The district court reordered a presentence investigation, and Yehle
failed to attend another three appointments for her PSI and her second sentencing hearing. (R.,
pp. 87-88, 93.)
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The district court eventually sentenced Yehle to two years indeterminate for possession of
a controlled substance, credited her for 147 days served, and Yehle filed a timely appeal. (R., pp.
111-113, 125-127, 135-139.)
On appeal, Yehle argues that “the district court abused its discretion when it rejected the
joint recommendations for probation and left that determination to the parole board instead.”
(Appellant’s brief, p. 1.) Yehle has failed to show that the district court abused its discretion by
declining to place her on probation.
B.

Standard Of Review
The decision to place a defendant on probation is a matter within the sound discretion of

the district court and will not be overturned on appeal absent an abuse of that discretion. State v.
Reed, 163 Idaho 681, 684, 417 P.3d 1007, 1010 (Ct. App. 2018) (citations omitted). Rehabilitation
and public safety are dual goals of probation. State v. Le Veque, 164 Idaho 110, 114, 426 P.3d
461, 465 (2018). A decision to deny probation will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if it is
consistent with the criteria articulated in I.C. § 19-2521. State v. Reber, 138 Idaho 275, 278, 61
P.3d 632, 635 (Ct. App. 2002) (citing State v. Toohill, 103 Idaho 565, 567, 650 P.2d 707, 709 (Ct.
App. 1982)). In evaluating whether a lower court abused its discretion, the appellate court conducts
a four-part inquiry, which asks “whether the trial court: (1) correctly perceived the issue as one of
discretion; (2) acted within the outer boundaries of its discretion; (3) acted consistently with the
legal standards applicable to the specific choices available to it; and (4) reached its decision by the
exercise of reason.” State v. Herrera, 164 Idaho 261, 270, 429 P.3d 149, 158 (2018) (citing
Lunneborg v. My Fun Life, 163 Idaho 856, 863, 421 P.3d 187, 194 (2018)).
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C.

Yehle Has Shown No Abuse Of The District Court’s Discretion
The record shows the district court perceived its discretion, acted within the boundaries of

its discretion, employed the correct legal standards to the issue before it, and acted reasonably and
within the scope of its discretion.
At the sentencing hearing, the district court noted, “The presentence investigation report
emphasizes Ms. Yehle has done two retained jurisdictions, she’s never successfully completed a
probation, and has a significant and substantial record.” (Tr., p. 17, L. 24 – p. 18, L. 3.) The
district court “considered the PSI, the other evaluations, the recommendation of the attorneys, and
defendant’s statement,” and stated it has “great concerns about Ms. Yehle’s ability to complete
probation. She can’t even appear for presentence investigation interviews. She never completed
probation . . . .” (Tr., p. 18, Ls. 4-10.) The district court stated that it did not “think that placing
her on probation at this time is an appropriate resolution to meet the sentencing goals of protection
of society, deterrence to her and to others, rehabilitation, and punishment or retribution.” (Tr., p.
18, Ls. 11-15.) The district court recognized “this is a possession case, simple possession case that
she has plead guilty,” and “determined in order to try to reach those sentencing goals, generally in
order to try to obtain rehabilitation rather than try the same things that have failed before,” it would
“impose an indeterminate sentence of two years.” (Tr., p. 18, Ls. 16-24.) The district court stated
that “this is the best way to try to achieve rehabilitation for the defendant.” (Tr., p. 19, Ls. 2-3.)
Yehle argues that the mitigating factors—that her conduct did not cause or threaten harm,
obtaining two sober living program spots, acceptance of responsibility and willingness to pay
restitution—show an abuse of discretion. (Appellant’s brief, pp. 4-6.) Yehle’s argument does not
show an abuse of discretion. Her LSI score is thirty-eight, placing Yehle in the high risk to
reoffend category. (PSI, p. 3.) Yehle’s extensive criminal history consists of probation violations
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in eight different criminal cases. (PSI, pp. 3, 10-16.) In March of 2020, Boise police found
methamphetamine in Yehle’s bra, resulting in another felony charge. (PSI, p. 19.) In April of
2020, Boise police arrested Yehle for felony driving under the influence. (PSI, p. 19.)
The presentence investigator stated that “Yehle has a long history of non-compliance while
on probation/parole. She has failed to show for Court appearances almost since the inception of
her criminal record that now spans more than two decades.” (PSI, p. 21.) The presentence
investigator stated that Yehle “rationalized her behaviors and often took a victim-stance. Most
concerning is the defendant’s inability to see the error in her ways. She has demonstrated she is
not willing to honestly examine her destructive behaviors and it is questionable if she truly feels
she needs to change her behaviors.” (PSI, p. 21.) The presentence investigator determined Yehle
“is not a candidate for community supervision at this juncture,” based upon “her continued
thinking errors, substance abuse problems, continued reckless criminal lifestyle, her poor history
on community supervision, and her complete non-compliance with the PSI process.” (PSI, p. 21.)
The presentences investigator stated “she has already completed two periods of retained
jurisdictions and was denied Drug Court,” and recommended that Yehle “serve a period of
incarceration under the custody of the Idaho State Board of Correction.” (PSI, p. 21.)
Yehle’s failure to comply with pretrial release services, the presentence investigation, and
failures to appear for court hearings show that she is not a suitable candidate for community
supervision. Her consecutive arrests for possession of methamphetamine and driving under the
influence shows that she presents a risk to society, and that her conduct does in fact threaten harm.
Yehle’s criminal history and LSI score show that there is undue risk that she would commit another
crime during the period of a suspended sentence. As the district court determined, attempts to
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rehabilitated Yehle outside custody simply have not worked. Yehle has failed to show that the
district court abused its discretion by not placing her on probation.
CONCLUSION
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the judgment of the district court.
DATED this 4th day of October, 2021.

/s/ Kenneth K. Jorgensen
KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
Deputy Attorney General
ZACHARI S. HALLETT
Paralegal
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